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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-12 have been examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,108,639) in view of the article abstract, "Pat Ludwick: Kicking the Tires 
for Used-Car Buyers," and official notice. Walker discloses an information service 
method for providing information via a network including a first information-processing 
apparatus and a second information-processing apparatus, said information service 
method comprising steps of: inputting identification of a product for purchase from a 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,098 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3625 

user of said network to said first information-processing apparatus (column 4, lines 9- 
20; column 5, lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15-27 and 41-54); transmitting identification 
information of said product to said second information-processing apparatus (column 4, 
lines 9-20; column 5, lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15-27 and 41-54); and storing said 
user identification information and product identification information in said second 
information-processing apparatus (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 22; Figure 
7); transmitting identification information of the user (buyer) is obvious from information 
being on file (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 6). Walker does not expressly 
disclose inputting an order for a surrogate investigation of said product from the user to 
said first information-processing apparatus, and transmitting an instruction on said 
surrogate investigation from said first information-processing apparatus to said second 
information-processing apparatus, but does disclose the second information-processing 
apparatus using product identification information to identify said product so as to 
conduct a physical investigation of said identified product by an appointed investigation 
agent (Abstract; column 7, line 24, through column 8, line 4); and providing information 
obtained from said identification to said user, presumably identified on the basis of the 
user identification (Abstract; column 5, lines 21-39; column 12, lines 35-58). Official 
notice is taken that it is well known for buyers to submit orders for services they wish to 
receive, related to products they seek to purchase. Hence, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's 
invention for the user to input an order for a surrogate investigation of the product, and 
transmit an instruction on said surrogate investigation to the second information- 
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processing apparatus, for the obvious advantages of determining whether the user 
wanted surrogate investigation, perhaps determining what type or level of surrogate 
investigation the user wanted, and obtaining the user's authorization to pay for such an 
investigation, as it is stated that authenticators/surrogate investigators derive profit 
(column 3, lines 4-6), implying that they receive fees. 

Walker does not disclose that the product is in a seller's possession at a time of 
said investigation, but the "Pat Ludwick" abstract teaches sending an inspector to any 
location directed by a customer, which from context would be likely to include a seller's 
location. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the product to be in a 
seller's possession at a time of the investigation, for the obvious advantage of enabling 
the buyer to obtain a report on it before purchasing it, particularly in cases where the 
product could not be readily or easily moved, or where a seller was reluctant to let the 
valuable product out of his possession before selling it. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker, 
"Pat Ludwick," and official notice as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Vanechanos, Jr. (U.S. Patent 5,884,309). Walker does not disclose a step of publishing 
information for designating a store and information about products dealt by said store on 
the network including first and second information-processing apparatus, wherein said 
user identifies a product for purchase among said published products, but this is a 
description of standard electronic commerce, especially electronic commerce in a virtual 
mall, as taught, for example, by Vanechanos (column 2, lines 46-63; column 6, line 63, 
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through column 7, line 26; column 15, lines 43-47; column 19, line 53, through column 
20, line 21). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to include this step, for the 
obvious advantage of enabling users to locate and purchase desired products. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker, 
"Pat Ludwick," and official notice as applied to claim 1 above, or Walker, "Pat Ludwick," 
Vanechanos, and official notice as applied to claim 2 above. Walker does not expressly 
disclose that the step of inputting an order for a surrogate investigation includes 
designating the level of said investigation or a deadline for the answer of said 
investigation, but does disclose different levels of investigation (validation, 
authentication, and, if desired, guarantee; column 3, lines 39-50; column 13, line 60, 
through column 14, line 4). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the step of 
inputting an order to include designating the level of said investigation or a deadline for 
the answer of said investigation, for at least the obvious advantage of determining 
whether a further level of investigation was desired, and whether a user was willing to 
pay for a further level of investigation/guarantee. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,108,639) in view of the article abstract, "Pat Ludwick: Kicking the Tires 
for Used-Car Buyers," and official notice. Walker discloses an information service 
system for providing information via a network, said information service system 
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comprising: a first information-processing apparatus and a second information- 
processing apparatus, said first information-processing apparatus including: means for 
acquiring identification information of a product for purchase (column 4, lines 9-20; 
column 5, lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15-27 and 41-54); means for transmitting 
identification information of said product to said second information-processing 
apparatus (column 4, lines 9-20; column 5, lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15-27 and 41- 
54); and said second information-processing apparatus including: means for storing 
user identification information and product identification information with a certain 
association therebetween (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 22; Figure 7); 
means for transmitting identification information of the user (buyer) is obvious from 
information being on file (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 6). Walker does not 
expressly disclose acquiring an order of a surrogate investigation of said product from 
the user, and transmitting an instruction on said surrogate investigation from said first 
information-processing apparatus to said second information-processing apparatus, but 
does disclose the second information-processing apparatus using product identification 
information to identify said product so as to conduct a physical investigation of said 
identified product by an appointed investigation agent (Abstract; column 7, line 24, 
through column 8, line 4); and providing information about a result of a physical 
investigation by an appointed investigation agent to the user, said investigation being 
related to said identified product (Abstract; column 5, lines 21-39; column 12, lines 35- 
58). Official notice is taken that it is well known for buyers to submit orders for services 
they wish to receive, related to products they seek to purchase. Hence, it would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention for the first information-processing apparatus to acquire an order 
for a surrogate investigation of the product, and transmit an instruction of said surrogate 
investigation to the second information-processing apparatus, for the obvious 
advantages of determining whether the user wanted a surrogate investigation, perhaps 
determining what type or level of surrogate investigation the user wanted, and obtaining 
the user's authorization to pay for such an investigation, as it is stated that 
authenticators/surrogate investigators derive profit (column 3, lines 4-6), implying that 
they receive fees. 

Walker does not disclose that the product is in a seller's possession at a time of 
said investigation, but the "Pat Ludwick" abstract teaches sending an inspector to any 
location directed by a customer, which from context would be likely to include a seller's 
location. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the product to be in a 
seller's possession at a time of the investigation, for the obvious advantage of enabling 
the buyer to obtain a report on it before purchasing it, particularly in cases where the 
product could not be readily or easily moved, or where a seller was reluctant to let the 
valuable product out of his possession before selling it. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker, 
"Pat Ludwick," and official notice as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of 
Vanechanos, Jr. (U.S. Patent 5,884,309). Walker does not disclose that the acquiring 
means is operable to acquire the identification information of a product for purchase and 
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the order in parallel with publishing information for designating a store and information 
about products dealt by said store on the network to provide said products to the user, 
but this is a description of standard electronic commerce, especially electronic 
commerce in a virtual mall, as taught, for example, by Vanechanos (column 2, lines 46- 
63; column 6, line 63, through column 7, line 26; column 15, lines 43-47; column 19, line 
53, through column 20, line 21 ). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the 
acquiring means to be operable as described, for the obvious advantage of enabling 
users to locate and purchase desired products. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker, 
"Pat Ludwick," and official notice as applied to claim 4 above, or Walker, "Pat Ludwick," 
Vanechanos, and official notice as applied to claim 5 above. Walker does not expressly 
disclose that the acquiring means is operable to acquire designated information about 
the level of said investigation or a deadline for the answer of said investigation from said 
user, but does disclose different levels of investigation (validation, authentication, and, if 
desired, guarantee; column 3, lines 39-50; column 13, line 60, through column 14, line 
4). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the acquiring means to be operative to 
acquire this designated information from the user, for at least the obvious advantage of 
determining whether a further level of investigation was desired, and whether a user 
was willing to pay for a further level of investigation/guarantee. 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,098 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3625 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,108,639) in view of the article abstract, "Pat Ludwick: Kicking the Tires 
for Used-Car Buyers," and official notice. Walker discloses an information service 
system comprising a server apparatus and an information-processing terminal, said 
server apparatus to be connected to the information-processing terminal via a network, 
said information-processing terminal including means for acquiring identification 
information of a product for purchase (column 4, lines 9-20; column 5, lines 58-67; 
column 6, lines 15-27 and 41-54); and means for transmitting identification information 
of said product to said server apparatus (column 4, lines 9-20; column 5, lines 58-67; 
column 6, lines 15-27 and 41-54); and said server apparatus comprising: means for 
storing user identification information and product identification information with a 
certain association therebetween (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 22; Figure 
7); means for transmitting identification information of the user (buyer) is obvious from 
information being on file (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 6). Walker does not 
expressly disclose the information-processing terminal acquiring an order for a 
surrogate investigation of said product from the user, and transmitting an instruction of 
said surrogate investigation to the server apparatus, but does disclose the server 
system using product identification information to identify said product so as to conduct 
a physical investigation of said identified product by an appointed investigation agent 
(Abstract; column 7, line 24, through column 8, line 11); and providing information about 
a result of a physical investigation by an appointed investigation agent to the user, said 
investigation being related to said identified product (Abstract; column 5, lines 21-39; 
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column 12, lines 35-58). Official notice is taken that it is well known for buyers to submit 
orders for services they wish to receive, related to products they seek to purchase. 
Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the information-processing terminal to 
acquire an order for a surrogate investigation of the product, and transmit an instruction 
of said surrogate investigation to the server apparatus, for the obvious advantages of 
determining whether the user wanted a surrogate investigation, perhaps determining 
what type or level of surrogate investigation the user wanted, and obtaining the user's 
authorization to pay for such an investigation, as it is stated that 
authenticators/surrogate investigators derive profit (column 3, lines 4-6), implying that 
they receive fees. 

Walker does not use the word server, but the central controller 200 (Figure 1 ; 
column 6; and elsewhere) is held to constitute a server based on its described 
functionality. 

Walker does not disclose that the product is in a seller's possession at a time of 
said investigation, but the "Pat Ludwick" abstract teaches sending an inspector to any 
location directed by a customer, which from context would be likely to include a seller's 
location. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the product to be in a 
seller's possession at a time of the investigation, for the obvious advantage of enabling 
the buyer to obtain a report on it before purchasing it, particularly in cases where the 
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product could not be readily or easily moved, or where a seller was reluctant to let the 
valuable product out of his possession before selling it. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker, 
"Pat Ludwick," and official notice as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of the 
Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary. Walker does not disclose that a computer 
readable medium storing a program to be read in and executed on a computer is used 
to implement the server apparatus, but computer readable media storing programs used 
to cause computers to carry out their desired functions are well known, as taught, for 
example, by the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary (definitions of program and 
program file on page 384, and definitions of disc and disk on page 150). Hence, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention for the server apparatus to have a computer-readable 
medium storing a program, for obvious advantage of causing a computer to carry out its 
desired functions, which would not occur without programming. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,108,639), in view of the article abstract, "Pat Ludwick: Kicking the 
Tires for Used-Car Buyers," and official notice. Claim 9 is obvious on the same grounds 
set forth with regard to claim 7 above. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker, 
"Pat Ludwick," and official notice as applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of the 
Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary. A computer readable medium storing a program 
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is obvious on the same grounds set forth with regard to claim 8, for the obvious 
advantage of causing a computer to carry out its desired functions as an information- 
processing terminal, which would not occur without programming. 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,108,639) in view of the article abstract, "Pat Ludwick: Kicking the 
Tires for Used-Car Buyers," and official notice. Walker discloses an information service 
method comprising the steps of: acquiring identification information of a product for 
purchase designated by an applicant via a network (column 4, lines 9-20; column 5, 
lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15-27 and 41-54); storing said applicant identification 
information and product identification information (column 8, line 66, through column 9, 
line 22; Figure 7); and providing information obtained from a physical investigation of 
the product by an appointed investigation agent to the applicant, presumably identified 
on the basis of the stored identification (Abstract; column 5, lines 21-39; column 12, 
lines 35-58); and it would have been obvious to provide the information via the network, 
given Walker's disclosure of network communication (e.g., column 6, lines 41-54). 
Walker does not expressly disclose acquiring identification of an applicant, but does 
disclose storing applicant identification information and product identification information 
(column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 22; Figure 7), from which acquiring the 
applicant identification is obvious, as information must be acquired to be stored. Walker 
does not disclose acquiring an order for a surrogate investigation of the product from 
the applicant via the network, but discloses communication over a network, as noted, 
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and official notice is taken that it is well known for buyers to submit orders for services 
they wish to receive, related to products they seek to purchase. Hence, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
patent applicant's invention to acquire an order for a surrogate investigation of the 
product from the buyer/applicant via the network, for the obvious advantages of 
determining whether the applicant wanted surrogate investigation, perhaps determining 
what type or level of surrogate investigation the user wanted, and obtaining the user's 
authorization to pay for such an investigation, as it is stated that 
authenticators/surrogate investigators derive profit (column 3, lines 4-6), implying that 
they receive fees. 

Walker does not disclose that the product is in a seller's possession at a time of 
said investigation, but the "Pat Ludwick" abstract teaches sending an inspector to any 
location directed by a customer, which from context would be likely to include a seller's 
location. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the product to be in a 
seller's possession at a time of the investigation, for the obvious advantage of enabling 
the buyer to obtain a report on it before purchasing it, particularly in cases where the 
product could not be readily or easily moved, or where a seller was reluctant to let the 
valuable product out of his possession before selling it. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,108,639) in view of Starr (U.S. Patent 3,672,224) and official notice. 
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Walker discloses an information service method for providing information via a network 
including a first information-processing apparatus and a second information-processing 
apparatus, said information service method comprising steps of: inputting identification 
of a product for purchase from a user of said network to said first information-processing 
apparatus (column 4, lines 9-20; column 5, lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15-27 and 41- 
54); transmitting identification information of said product to said second information- 
processing apparatus (column 4, lines 9-20; column 5, lines 58-67; column 6, lines 15- 
27 and 41-54); and storing said user identification information and product identification 
information in said second information-processing apparatus (column 8, line 66, through 
column 9, line 22; Figure 7); transmitting identification information of the user (buyer) is 
obvious from information being on file (column 8, line 66, through column 9, line 6). 
Walker does not expressly disclose inputting an order for a surrogate investigation of 
said product from the user to said first information-processing apparatus, and 
transmitting an instruction on said surrogate investigation from said first information- 
processing apparatus to said second information-processing apparatus, but does 
disclose the second information-processing apparatus using product identification 
information to identify said product so as to conduct a physical investigation of said 
identified product by an appointed investigation agent (Abstract; column 7, line 24, 
through column 8, line 4); and providing information obtained from said identification to 
said user, presumably identified on the basis of the user identification (Abstract; column 
5, lines 21-39; column 12, lines 35-58). Official notice is taken that it is well known for 
buyers to submit orders for services they wish to receive, related to products they seek 
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to purchase. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the user to input an order for 
a surrogate investigation of the product, and transmit an instruction on said surrogate 
investigation to the second information-processing apparatus, for the obvious 
advantages of determining whether the user wanted surrogate investigation, perhaps 
determining what type or level of surrogate investigation the user wanted, and obtaining 
the user's authorization to pay for such an investigation, as it is stated that 
authenticators/surrogate investigators derive profit (column 3, lines 4-6), implying that 
they receive fees. 

Walker does not expressly disclose that the product is a representative sample of 
a plurality of products, although the products disclosed by Walker certainly could be 
taken as representative samples of pluralities of products (column 5, lines 58-62), and 
Walker discloses dealers being registered as qualified to authenticate certain types of 
goods (column 7, line 24, through column 8, line 4), implying that products are samples 
of those types. However, it is well known to conduct physical investigations of products 
as representative samples of a plurality of products, as taught, for example, by Starr 
(column 1 ). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the product to be a 
representative sample of a plurality of products for the stated advantage of determining 
whether a category of products meets standards of quality. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments filed August 7, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicants describe the system and method of Walker, which 
discloses various features different from those of Applicants' invention; but Examiner 
maintains that a prior art patent may be relied upon for all that it discloses, not merely 
for what it claims as patented, or discloses as the principal embodiment of the prior 
invention. Specifically, Applicants submit that Walker does not disclose or suggest 
"providing information from said investigation to said user on the basis of said user 
identification," because in Walker, upon validation or invalidation, the buyer is provided 
either with a refund or delivery of the item. Examiner replies that if the buyer is provided 
with the inspected item, and assurance of its quality or authenticity, that is "information 
from said investigation," and if the buyer is provided with a refund, and the statement 
that the item turned out to be a forgery, or not in advertised condition, that is also 
"information from said investigation." 

It is true that Walker does not disclose that the product is in a seller's possession 
at a time of investigation, but it is well known to inspect products in a seller's 
possession, as implied by the "Pat Ludwick" abstract, and there is motivation to make 
the combination with Walker. 

With regard to claim 12, Walker does not expressly disclose that the product is a 
representative sample of a plurality of products, although, as set forth above, the 
products in Walker could be viewed as such, and there are teachings (as in Starr) of 
inspecting a representative sample of a plurality of products. Applicant notes that 
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Walker discloses that the dealer/authenticator determines whether a collectible item 
such as a coin, stamp, or jewelry is real and in the condition described by the seller, and 
argues that collectible items such as these are by nature of differing quality and 
condition. Examiner replies that fruit (as in Starr) or electrical decorations (as in the 
article, "Make UL's Operation Decoration Campaign Part of Your Holiday Decorating 
Plans") are also of differing quality and condition, especially the fruit, but it is possible to 
draw conclusions based on a representative sample. If out of a random sample of fruit 
from a particular grower, no fruits are found to be moldy, bruised, or severely underripe, 
one can reasonably conclude that the whole shipment of fruit, or at least most of it, is 
likely to be in good condition; and conversely, if a number of pieces of bad fruit are 
found. Likewise, one can inspect a representative sample of a seller's stock of used 
collectible items, and draw conclusions based on whether items in that sample turn out 
to be authentic and in the condition advertised; therefore, Starr is held to be relevant 
and analogous art. 

While acknowledging that "it is well known for buyers to submit orders for 
services they wish to receive," Applicants dispute that this Official Notice provides for 
the teachings which Walker lacks. Examiner replies that not only is it in general known 
for buyers to submit orders for services they wish to receive, but that Walker discloses 
buyers receiving particular services which would cost money to provide, making it very 
reasonable to infer that buyers would submit orders for those services. 

Applicants argue in regard to the other claims (aside from claim 12), that they are 
parallel to claim 1 , or dependent on claim 1 or claims parallel to claim 1 . As Examiner 
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has not been persuaded of the patentability of claim 1 , no reason has been found to 
allow claims 2-11. 

Examiner acknowledges Applicants' establishment of foreign priority, and also 
Applicants' statements that the claims in "means plus function" form should be 
construed under 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph. 

The common knowledge or well-known in the art statements in the previous 
office action are taken to be admitted prior art, because Applicant did not traverse 
Examiner's taking of official notice. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The anonymous article, "Make UL's Operation Decoration 
Campaign Part of Your Holiday Decorating Plans," discloses testing representative 
samples of product for safety hazards. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas D. Rosen, whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6762. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Smith, can be reached on 571-272-6763. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Non-official/draft communications can be faxed to the examiner at 571-273-6762. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

NICHOLAS D. ROSEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

October 12,2006 



